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What cost-gaving mensurcs were nsed in the
Propasal?

Habitat protection was substituted for habitat replace-
ment end targes mitigation parcels were selected which
ﬂmmm-mmm

1ype. These two greatly dth of
lend noedded 1o ackieve mitigation. E will be
mslﬂlsullusfeemkpwhse.mﬁnmnmgws
sealed back to mindmien necescary levelx. All these
neatmes reduced the cost of miligation actions.

¥¥ho will besefit from tels proposal?

Cilmmsw]nmpyun:hhrlnwﬂdh&. Becausc of
their choge proximity to the area, members of the
Golvinemdsmtmem.ndumluauuar
northesstern Washington will benefit greatly. However,
toarigts, Grend Cooleo Dam Natiousl Recreation Area
visibons and citizens i the Pacific Northwest in general
will beyiefit x5 well.

What wildiife species will bemeflt?

tead of just individoal species, imoet of th appeoni-
Mately 350 species affectad by the project will benefit
This inclndes gaune specios puck = deer and grouse,
Twentened apecics sach = the bald cagle and nos-game
pecies pich as songhinds and repto
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Would the proposed mitigation take kand or manage-
maemt rights sway from farmers?

No. Wikilifr Commission policy preclodes the use of
condermation b soquire mitigation lands . Lard md
managament rights oeeded wouk? be obtained only froem
willing scllers.

Woe't the propossl take Iand off the county tax roles
and rednece conndy reveme?

Mot really. Purchase of conservation casements docs
not gher the taxable staic of Imds. Fother, if the
Weshingimn Depaiment of Wildlife holds title, it malkes
PAYmCHME to coumbes oo heu of taxes. These payments
ame: comparable o the Laxes thit wonkl be derived from
that Jand.

Whodmhpedl.llsmmnl?
The proposal was peratively by the

Colville and Spokane mbel.ﬂls ‘Washingaon Department
of Wildlife and the ).5. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice, in
Washingson Deparmment of Wilidlife served ax the lead
apency undey the fimding conmract with BPA.
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PROFPOSED
WILDLIFE MITIGATION
FOR GRAND COULEE
DAM

This trocieare: was prepared by the Wazhingson
Departmens of Wikitife, the Colville and Spokomne tribes
and the: 1.8, Fish and Wikilifc Scrvice.










COMMON QUESTIONS ABOUT
WILDLIFE MITIGATION

Wit is mifigation?
Mitigation &5 an stiempt to replace all or nearty all
losses caveed by projects like the Grand Coolee Dum.

Inwildiife mitigation really Retded? :

Yes. Grand Coulee Dam flooded low-slevation xnd
again doring ihe heat of midmemmer. The ervironment
of the Columbsa River wan the key factor in sustaining
ImATY Specics.

What Is e Rasks for this mitigetion?
. The Northwest Eleciric Power Plaoning and Canser-
exhsacemen of wildlife 1o the axiest it was affecicd by
bwdropower development and operation.

Aren’t wikiiife populstions In the project area
healthy today In splte of the project?

With scme exceptions, yes. However, these popula-
o 2 ot kower evels tham would e the casc without
the presect itical habitar was mwdsted

How much wildilfe was lact hecamne of the project?

There ame i desailed records of wikdlife before the
Project, but based on stacies i other parts of the
emmy.wbnbpdpnpnlmh-mfw
indicator species (e.g. oot 1,675 whise tailed deer, etc).
Hovever, habitat Joss is 5 moch more useful concept
since wildlifc is directly relawd w habitsr, and there are
moch hetter rocands of hebitat

How mock wildife habitat was lost?

Ahout 70,000 acres equaling 111,785 habitet vnits.
(A habitat uit i one acre of optimom kabitat for an
indiviciad species. Spech Jected 10 teg .
Crrs-section of habitat affecwd by the: dam.)

What would it take to replace this bex?
Improvements could be made o lands o create
replacement habitat wmits. Improvements would inclade

.sutllmyuwdm;mudwmrlﬂﬂm
wourld i

crops wsed by wildlife, Tmgwn
hmmbymwnfm.mmm
acves of land woold bave to be improved for cvery area
M&um“ﬁhﬂmﬂmufh

d and d 1o fully replace the kases. This
mmmmmmw
the people nsing e resovrce, bt the cost would he

hibits

Wi bs proposed ss mitigation?

We propose 1o mrotect or replace only the habitet
units that were lost. Approximaiely 32% of the lost
habitet mits would be replaced through habitar

N Lands squivalent to

g and impe
68% of the lost habitat units wandd be protecied.

This is & significant compromisc over straight re-
placement of habitat units. Wildlifc agencies and wibes
hawe agresd to scocpt hebits protectian in liea of
habitat replscement. This would reduce land mamage-
ment needs by two-thinds.

‘What is meant by Habitat Protection?

By “protection” we mean tske actikm ko engure that
mhﬁmsﬂhﬁwﬂlhﬂnfm& This
would be plished by signing
whmpﬁxmm
ramsexvation easements from privats laadowness, or fee
tille purchece of Land from willing sellers.

Habital proizction by iself does not ceste: ey
replacerment habitst nor doex it produce any sddigonal
wildlife. It is simply insurance against possible fuare
loss.
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If ooly 32% of the habitat units are replaced, then
doesn't that mesn that mitigation & oaly at the 32%
level?

For the shewt kern, yes. However, over time e
mitigation level would effectively increase because of
the protected habitst. Habilat propased for protection is
tiom, development would likely occur and gradually
reduce the valwe of vaprowsied habitm for wildlife, (To
rephace that Joss woutld requin: habitat g of
other lands at & ratio of 3:1 aa discucoed shove.) Habimat
Posection i insurmce against this. Thos, over time e
poposed mitigation would be mwch greswer than 32%.

What about the hydrop cost alincating teme?
Hawnnchnﬂhepmmlshuldmwerrnﬂ"
We believe 100%. We propuse the cost alk

iraue be dropped == part of the compromise propaosal
Wildlife mitigation would be acoepted at the proposed
329 Tevel, mnd hydropower woulkd agree o fund the
propasal m foll Webellﬂr.ﬂnsnaugmﬁcmlcml
mmgsfnrpuww over

a of ibitity for mitigats at the 100%

Since mitipgation is Imitially at the 32% level, what

will prevent BPA from kaving to sdjnst the mitign-
tion level or “re-mitigate™ Gramd Conles Dam cvery
decade for the Bfe of flee project?

We propose that wildlife mtorests acoepl the proposal
as tetthement n retum for power mterest apréement to
fund s imypl tha propoeal in s timely

What wuol the proposal cost?

To implement the proposal would cost ebow 40
million dollas. An cstimated additionat 1.5 miltion
dollars wonld be needed each year thereafier for

Would operaiion and mrainierance funds be Deeded
In perpeimiy?

Yes. Maintsining high-quality habitat ax well as
tine manageanct such ax weed contol would result
m ozl costs for the life of the project. Ths exponse
could be casily met by establishing a trust fund, thos
eliminaiing the need for sl fimding by BPA.
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